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(AUGUST 2023) 
RICHARD DAWKINS FOUNDATION FOR 
REASON AND SCIENCE 


On August 2023, | participated in a thread on the "Richard Dawkins 
Foundation for Reason & Science" site in an attempt to convince the 
moderators to forward to Richard the text of a message which | had 
previously posted on my X account (formerly twitter). | included in the 
text a link to a YouTube lecture and another to my recently published 
translation "Ibn Taymiyyah on Creation ex Materia”. 


At first, the moderators seemed welcoming. They let my comment 
through (#39 below) although declining my request to forward it to 
Richard. Questions followed from the other participants, and so | 
responded to them respectfully the next day in a second post 
(comment #44). 


Instead of dealing with the arguments presented, the participants were 
extremely upset by a minor, secondary issue in my post, to the extent 
that one individual requested the moderators to delete the entire 
thread. | was surprised by the insecure behavior of the participants 
given the caliber of the site. 


The moderators unfairly restricted my ability to post on the thread due 
to the ensuing controversy. Although they have explicitly expressed 
their intention to retain the thread, | am not entirely sure that they will. 
For this reason, | decided to document the discussion from comments 
#39 onwards. At the end of the document, | have included the text of 
the third post which | tried to submit in one last attempt before the 
thread was closed on September. 


May the Merciful God guide us all and rectify our affairs. 


Mohammad Abu AbdurRahman 


The following text was copied from the August 2023 Open Discussion 
thread on the "Richard Dawkins Foundation for Reason & Science" 
website: (https://richarddawkins.net/2023/08/open-discussion- 


august-2023/#comment-213867) 


Aug 28, 2023 at 12:14 am 


39 
Mohammad Abu AbdurRahman says: 


MOD MESSAGE: This kind of post goes against our Comment 
Policy, but it’s a while since we’ve had one so we’re allowing it in 
case anyone would like to respond. 


Greetings. 
Can one of the moderators on this forum bring the following 
text to Richard Dawkins’ attention? Thank you in advance. 


“Dear @RichardDawkins, please consider the following. 


The God of Abraham is not the incoherent Spaceless, Timeless, 
and Unembodied Mind of the Christian philosophers such as 
Craig. He is also not an unknowable God whose agency lies in 
unobserved acts of ex nihilo creation, or even in speculations 
about designing the physical laws and tuning the constants of 
nature. 


Instead, the God of Abraham (and of Moses, Jesus and 
Muhammad) is a spatial God who exists in a location that is 
outside the matter and energy of the universe, seated above His 


Noble Throne. He is also a Tremendous God, having a size that is 
far greater than the entirety of His creations put together. He 
created us in His image, and is unimaginably beautiful and holy, 
unlike His creations. 


Yet, although He is not simple (as you correctly understand), He 
is not a being that is composed of atoms so as to be contingent 

or require a Designer. The regress of designers, therefore, does 

not follow from His spatiotemporal existence as you would have 
it imply. 


The evidence for His agency lies in acts of creation ex materia. 
He is always bringing things into existence out of prior 
conditions which He removes from existence, creating things by 
way of their secondary causes and natural means, without 
breaking any truly universal law. For more 


information, see https://www.youtube.com/watchev=5 sskOPX 


clc , and also read https://www.daral-argam.co.uk/product/ibn- 
taymiyyah-on-creation-ex-materia 


Furthermore, His voluntary agency is perpetual. That is, He must 
be described with successive volitions that occur within His 
essence in an infinite regress. Otherwise, the principle of 
causality would be contradicted. 


He is the eternal Creator of all things, who neither begets nor is 
born, and has existed from past eternity and will never die. He is 
independent and does not require sustenance, unlike human 
beings who eat, drink, and get married. 


Given that He is the Cause of all things, He must have more right 
to perfections than we do. His perfections are necessary and are 
to the highest degree possible, for He is independent of all 
things and cannot be made perfect by anything else. For 
example, He cannot have a defective eye like the Antichrist. 
Otherwise, He would be in need of an external Cause that heals 


Him from that imperfection, in turn contradicting His 
independence. 


May God open your eyes to the truth and replace your atheism 
with a sincere and rational monotheism. 


Best wishes.” 


Like1 


Aug 28, 2023 at 8:06 am 


40 
Michael 100 says: 


Mohammad Abu AbdurRahma, #39 


Sir, What you write, from beginning to end of your post, is an 
elegant, well written, essay about what you believe. Since you 
have chosen to post it here on a web site dedicated to a 
scientific, secular humanist view of life, please don’t take 
offense if | and others take issue with what you have written. 


| try to follow the admonition to believe an idea if, and only if, 
there is a good reason for doing so. With that in mind, | find no 
reason within your essay that qualifies as a reason for your 
belief, good or otherwise. 


You writes that god exists “in a location that is outside the 
matter and energy of the universe.” How do you know 

that? You write: “The evidence for His agency lies in acts of 
creation ex materia.” Would it surprise you to learn that 
scientific reasons exist that explain everything we see in our 
universe, and none of those reasons require belief in anything 
outside of the universe itself. There are things we don’t fully 
understand, but we will continue to look using scientific tools, 
but those of us who live in the 21st century, can be confident 
that if and when mysteries are solved, the solution will be 
natural, material, we have no need of a god hypothesis. We 
have need of tools such as the Large Hadron Collider and the 
James Webb Space Telescope. We have need of additional 
fossils, biological and chemical research. Those, and other such 
instruments provide evidence which can be duplicated and 
verified. 


This is a short response, others will go into more detail. Please 
respond to my post if it pleases you to do so, but please provide 
some reason for you belief system. 


Like5 


Aug 28, 2023 at 11:40 am 
Al 


offg says: 


welcome mohammad 


He is also not an unknowable God 

He is also a Tremendous God 

He created us in His image, and is unimaginably beautiful 
and holy, unlike His creations. 

He isnot simple He is not a being 

His agency He is always bringing things into existence 

He removes from existence His voluntary agency 

He must be described He is the eternal Creator 

He is independent and does not require sustenance, unlike 
human beings who eat, drink, and get married. 


He is quite the dude 

i asked my good friend abul a devout muslim 

if he might be a she 

at first he said there was no she 

he got back to me a week later saying there is no he or she 


Like3 


Aug 28, 2023 at 12:04 pm 
A2 
Michael 100 says: 


Offg #41. That’s interesting what your friend told you that there 
was no he or she. According to our friend Mohammad Abu 
AbdurRahma, 


He created us in His image, and is unimaginably beautiful 
and holy, unlike His creations. 


On the face of it, that seems to be a contradiction — created us 
in his image while at the same time we are not unimaginably 
beautiful. Be that as it may, if humans are the image of the god, 
and humans are male and female, why is not the god male 
and/or female? 


Like2 


Aug 28, 2023 at 3:05 pm 
43 
Joe M says: 


| rather dislike breaking my rule: “Do not engage.” But, 
Mohammad, what do you think of Spinozan pantheism, 
something along the lines of “God is infinite, therefore if 
something exists other than God, then He is limited by that 
thing and could not be infinite.” So everything that exists must 
be included in the “Universal Being,” including conceptual things 
which could include imaginary spiritual entities. To me, such a 
universal being is self-evident, and there is no such thing as 
“supernatural.” How can something exist other than everything 
that actually does exist in nature? 


Like1 


Aug 29, 2023 at 5:28 am 
44 


Mohammad Abu AbdurRahman says: 


The text was originally intended for Richard Dawkins, so it would 
be wonderful if the moderators assure me that the text was 
forwarded to him. 


Here are quick responses to the main points and questions that 
were raised after my post. 


You writes that god exists “in a location that is outside the 
matter and energy of the universe.” How do you know 
that? 


The arguments from contingency and substantial origination 
demonstrate the existence of an external Cause for the set of all 
contingent and originated existents. Since the Cause is external 
to the set, it must be both eternal and necessary by logical 
entailment. 


Now, if one further adopts the reasonable philosophical position 
of physicalism, which roughly states that all ontological existents 
must either be spatiotemporal “bodies” or positive attributes 
that subsist therein, the very externality of the Cause would be 
implying that it is spatiotemporal. In other words, the necessary 
Cause would be both spatially and temporally related to the 
contingent system which He created; He would be both spatially 


distinct from it and temporally prior to it. This is why | wrote 
that God is in a location that is over the matter and energy of 
the universe. In my opinion, it is important to stress this point 
because it is today commonly believed that God is spaceless and 
timeless, which is an incoherent theological view. 


| also extend this principle to the unseen creations which exist 
within the world. The angels, the jinn, the souls, and even 
Paradise and Hellfire, must be spatiotemporal and physical 
entities that have measurable effects in the world, and must (in 
principle) be possible to observe given the correct tools. 
Otherwise, their existence would be as good as their 
nonexistence. 


Would it surprise you to learn that scientific reasons exist 
that explain everything we see in our universe, and none 
of those reasons require belief in anything outside of the 
universe itself. 


| hold that every part of creation is insufficient on its own for 
producing its effects, but | also believe that the natural causes 
come together to form sufficient natural combinations which 
necessitate these effects. In this view, once the natural 
combinations are extant and the restrictions negated, the 
natural effects follow necessarily, without any need for other 
natural causes that explain the effects. 


However, | also hold that this is compatible with God’s creative 
agency and maintenance of the world. This is because | do not 
believe that God is one of the many natural causes that exist 
within the contingent system, such that He may be assisted and 
restricted by other causes, or replaced by others. Rather, | hold 
that God’s agency is Primary. That is, God creates His effects ex 
materia by way of their secondary causes and natural means. 


The implication of this is that whenever God comes to actualize 
a sufficient combination of natural causes (which entails the 
absence of the restricting natural causes), then, provided that 
He does not miraculously invalidate the potencies and 
receptivities in said causes, He must create their subsequent 
effects necessarily. For example, when God creates within the 
human being a decisive will and complete power to act, God 
must create the voluntary act of the human being straight 
afterwards. It is impossible for the combination of the human 
decision and power to be actualized by God without the 
subsequent human act. 


Likewise, using scientifically imprecise language, whenever God 
causes a potent fire to meet a flammable substance, God must 
create the effect of burning within the substance necessarily. 
This is unless He miraculously invalidates the potency of the fire 
or places an impediment in the substance, in which case the 
effect will not occur. An example of such a break in the natural 
law (which is a break that must nevertheless be consistent with 
the complete and accurate formulation of the laws of physics) is 
God saving Abraham (peace be upon him) from the effect of the 
fire when he was thrown into it. 


On the face of it, that seems to be a contradiction — 
created us in his image while at the same time we are not 
unimaginably beautiful. 


That does not follow. Gingerbread can technically be in the 
image of its baker, which is why it is called a gingerbread “man”. 
But no reasonable person will claim that the gingerbread is 
equal to its baker. Likewise, God creating us in His image does 
not imply that He must be paralleled in His beauty and 
perfection. In fact, this is with greater reason, because the 


difference between the necessary Cause and the contingent 
effects is far greater than the difference between one 
contingent effect and another. The perfection of God with 
respect to what He creates is far greater than the perfection of a 
human baker with respect to what he bakes. 


why is not the god male and/or female? 


Males and females complete one another. This implies 
interdependence, and is therefore a sign of contingency, and 
hence of dependence on the necessary Cause as is 
demonstrated through the contingency argument. If God were a 
male, He would require a female to complete Him, and His 
independence would be contradicted. 


This is also one of the reasons we Muslims believe that God 
cannot beget a son. For one to beget a son, one must have a 
partner. That is, a son is necessarily born out of two origins that 
act in partnership, which invalidates the independence of said 
origins. Even Jesus Christ (peace be upon him), who is named 
the “son of Mary” in the Quran, is described as having been 
conceived miraculously by Mary through the breath of the Holy 
Spirit Gabriel. Without that second origin, it would be 
meaningless to refer to Jesus as a “son” of Mary. 


Now, if God is not a male, then He is not a female with greater 
reason. This is because males have priority over females. The 
dependence of a woman is greater than the dependence of a 
man. 


This also means that we should refer to God using the masculine 
pronouns, as it is more befitting of His absolute independence 
and maximal perfection. It is an insult to refer to God as a “she” 


because that would lessen His status. 


what do you think of Spinozan pantheism, something 
along the lines of “God is infinite, therefore if something 
exists other than God, then He is limited by that thing and 
could not be infinite.” 


| strongly believe that pantheism is “spiced up” atheism as 
Dawkins does. Defining God as the entirety of contingent 
existence is in effect a negation of the external Cause for that 
contingent system. However, | do not believe that the 
distinction between the necessary and contingent existents, as 
is demonstrated through the contingency argument, requires us 
to believe that the necessary existent is limited in the sense that 
He is causally influenced by these contingent existents. Rather, | 
maintain that God influences His creations but not vice versa, 
even though He must have a spatial limit that distinguishes Him 
from these creations. 


To me, such a universal being is self-evident, and there is 
no such thing as “supernatural.” How can something exist 
other than everything that actually does exist in nature? 


That depends on how you define the term “supernatural”. If by 
“natural” you are referring to the entirety of spatiotemporal 
existents, irrespective of whether they are eternal or originated, 
then a spatial God obviously cannot be supernatural. However, 
if by “natural” you are referring to the originating matter and 
energy which we are able or unable to observe directly, then an 
eternal God is by definition supernatural. 


ia 


| prefer to avoid the term “supernatural” altogether in both my 


affirmations and negations, because it is a confusing choice of 
words and can be misinterpreted. | am convinced of the view of 
lbn Taymiyyah that we ought to speak of God using scriptural 
terms and avoid non-scriptural ones like “body” and 
“substance”, or perhaps “physical” and the like. 


Like 


Aug 29, 2023 at 6:01 am 


A5 
Moderator says: 


Mohammad Abu AbdurRahman #44 


The text was originally intended for Richard Dawkins, so it 
would be wonderful if the moderators assure me that the 
text was forwarded to him. 


No, Mohammad, it wasn’t, and it won’t be. There’s nothing in it 
that he hasn’t seen many times before. You posted it to the 
website, which is the best place for it to be if you want a 
discussion with atheists. As you have seen, there are people 
here who are willing to engage with you if you wish. 


The mods 


Like2 


Aug 29, 2023 at 7:32 am 


46 
Michael 100 says: 
Mohammad Abu AbdurRahma, #44 


| want to be respectful because you are obviously a highly 
educated individual. Furthermore, you obviously hold your 
believe system deeply and sincerely. The arguments you make 
were valid in another time. In fact, during the “dark ages” in the 
Christian world, Islam kept science and learning alive — for which 
humanity should be grateful. However, this is the 21st 

century. The world, | should say the universe, in which we live is 
natural. Everything is explainable using the various 

sciences. The more we learn about the world, the more 
questions arise, and for that reason research grants were 
invented. 


| say again that your arguments made sense in another time, but 
humanity has come of age. The time has come to put away that 
which we believed when we were “children” as it were. 


While | would fight to the death for anyone’s right to hold and 
express their opinions and beliefs, | would also point out that 


the Age of Enlightenment has dawned. To rely on humanity’s 
infantile reasoning, | submit, is lazy. Your arguments, are a poor 
substitute for scientific, empirical, study, which is what | come 
to this site to learn about. 


In my country, and the countries of those who frequently use 
this website, you may freely express ideas, whether or not 
others find them persuasive. In countries where your ideas are 
prevalent, | would lose my head, literally, for expressing mine. 


As our Moderators have said in #45, there is nothing in your 
arguments that we haven’t seen before. | wish you good health, 
a long life and prosperity, but | have nothing further to add to 
what | have written. 


Like6 


| 
* i 


Aug 29, 2023 at 11:30 am 


47 


LaurieB says: 


Mohammad Abu AbdurRahman #44 

Now, if God is not a male, then He is not a female with 
greater reason. This is because males have priority over 
females. The dependence of a woman is greater than the 
dependence of a man.This also means that we should 


refer to God using the masculine pronouns, as it is more 
befitting of His absolute independence and maximal 
perfection. It is an insult to refer to God as a “she” because 
that would lessen His status. 


| thank you for reminding me what | escaped from all those 
years ago. A different religion than yours but it’s the same 
degrading story. How lucky | am that feminism came to my 
attention in the 1970’s and undermined a decade of mandatory 
church, Sunday school, choir and youth group attendance. | was 
set free the day | was granted permission to quit. 


lam also reminded of the pitiful pathetic existence of women 
and girls who exist as possessions of the men in their domains. 
The mental gymnastics you go through to defend that 
oppression holds your culture in a state of disgrace. Don’t blame 
the infidels for your problems — Blame yourselves. 


Like5 


Aug 29, 2023 at 12:20 pm 
48 


Zeuglodon Beta says: 


Oh, of course. | should’ve guessed. To make a fire, you don’t 
need “fuel + oxygen + heat source (e.g. friction)”, you need “fuel 
+ oxygen + heat source (e.g. friction) + GOD”. That'll 


revolutionize the science of thermodynamics, that will. 


I’m never surprised by how theories about deities 
simultaneously try to make them fundamentally essential to 
everything and yet practically and superfluously useless at the 
same time. It’s almost as if it’s all in the imagination. 


Now, if God is not a male, then He is not a female with 
greater reason. This is because males have priority over 
females. 


Wow, just wow. Who gave you that idea, and what phallic- 
shaped yardstick was he using to do the measuring? And did he 
include the nasty, murderous, criminal males too? 


Also funny how this nebulous divine force of a cosmic abstract 
life-support system for reality, a force which is incidentally fine 
with mass suffering and death across the globe, suddenly has 
some red-hot ideas about sex and gender and why half the 
human species is automatically more defective than the other 
despite apparently creating both of them in the first place. | 
mean, what fool deliberately hobbles their own invention when 
they have a chance? Sounds coincidentally and suspiciously like 
a pretty good deal for the male priesthood endorsing these 
ideas, doesn’t it? Isn’t that a conflict of interest. 


Pity such a deity didn’t bother telling that to e.g. black widow 
spiders or praying mantises. Maybe then they wouldn’t kill and 
eat their clearly superior mates as a matter of routine. 


I’m going to be blunt: you’re recycling old-fashioned, grand 
sweeping theories concocted by ancient humans for their own 
obsessive ends, in the misguided belief that being bullied and 
passive-aggressively moralized into this somehow makes one a 


better person (better for who, by the way?). The belief in the 
subjugation of women is one subculture’s oppressive self- 
fulfilling prophecy, not an objective fact of the entire human 
species. Unless we’re supposed to believe the worst male 
criminals are nevertheless more important than the best female 
medics and volunteers, in which case that’s a hell of a delusional 
decoupling act between reality and imagination, isn’t it? 


The pseudo-philosophical overreaching on causality — which has 
been singularly empty and useless compared to the hard-nosed 
investigative work of the 20th century to demystify the quantum 
and relativity-based nature of the universe — is just a long- 
winded way to project one society’s parochial codes of conduct 
onto a universe full of stars and planets that don’t give two 
cents what you do, in a vain attempt to ennoble ignoble ideas 
and make them seem less like fallible and fragile diktats of 
power than they are. 


Maybe instead of making excuses as to why the grand player in 
your head (presumably taught to you by your elders and 
authorities) is the best of the best — and desperately moving the 
goalposts no matter what atrocious and ugly facts emerge to 
challenge it — you start playing the reason game fairly and 
ruthlessly. Seriously: crack it open, dissect it, and check it 
against other cultural “fundamental truths” across the globe 
(funny how they tend to think they’re the ones in the know too, 
right?), to say nothing of the more scientific and rational 
alternatives. Especially the beliefs you think are too moral to 
“deserve” such scrutiny, because that’s usually where the 
dirtiest cheating starts. 


Rationality isn’t kind to baseless premises with fallacious 
reasoning, no matter how wishful the thinking, and with the 
exception of the “creation ex materia” — which still looks just 
like “physics + God’s responsible for it all really, honest” to me — 


pretty much all your statements have been airy-fairy 
unproveables or statement by fiat. Let’s have something 
concrete and unambiguous for once, like rewriting the stars or 
magically solving world hunger. Let’s see how convenient this 
“oerfect and all-powerful” belief really is against harsh reality. 


Let’s put it to the challenging test. 


Like3 


Aug 29, 2023 at 12:23 pm 
49 

Marco says: 

Laurie #47 


| thank you for reminding me what | escaped from all 
those years ago. 


Absolutely, Laurie. That part of Mohammad’s post was just 
appalling and a perfect illustration of how regressive and life- 
diminishing religion can be. And why it can be such an obstacle 
to well-being and flourishing for all. It beggars belief that 
someone as articulate and clearly educated as he is can make 
comments like that, apparently without the slightest sense of 
how deeply shameful they are. Quite the reverse in fact: as 
though he were stating something wholly uncontroversial. 


Mohammad — if you thought you might be able to convince 
anyone here of your case, I’m afraid you’ve just blown it. 


Like5 


Aug 29, 2023 at 6:12 pm 

50 

Joe M says: 

From the original post: MOD MESSAGE: This kind of post goes 
against our Comment Policy, but it’s a while since we’ve had one 
so we’re allowing it in case anyone would like to respond. 
Maybe the Mods should just delete this entire thread. | do not 
know how to comment without violating the rules. | thought it 


would be fun to see what happens, but now | am offended. (Not 
by the commenters, only by the originator.) 


Like 


Aug 30, 2023 at 7:18 am 


SA. 
Moderator says: 
Joe 50 


Maybe the Mods should just delete this entire thread. | do 
not know how to comment without violating the rules. | 
thought it would be fun to see what happens, but now | 
am offended. 


Neatly illustrating that Benjamin Franklin was wrong about there 
being only two certainties in this world — death and taxes. The 
third one is that the mods can never win ! ! 


Despite that, nice to see you back, Joe. We’re not going to 
delete the thread, though it’s clearly come to a natural end now. 
But it would be great if you’d like to post something more to 
your taste. It would almost certainly be more to everyone else’s 
too. 


Like2 


Zs 


Aug 30, 2023 at 9:35 am 


oe 
LaurieB says: 


JoeM 
| think the Mods did a good thing letting this through. What 
good does it do for us to be offended and then delete the 


thread? There’s a great value in letting people show their true 
colors and then allowing others to present their own case in 
response. That we have this opportunity to do that in this space 
is a privilege I’m grateful for. Mohammad’s views are not 
unusual at all. Don’t waste your time and energy being offended 
— instead, use your resources to construct the best response 
that you can. Try to take the high road even in the face of ideas 
that you reject outright. 


Please don’t think | say this from my high horse. Mods can easily 
confirm that I’ve lost my temper plenty of times here. We never 
know who might be reading these conversations and this serves 
as areminder to me to hold ethics and humanism in the front of 
my mind when presented with comments like our number 44 
just above. 


If even one Muslim woman reads my comment 47 and feels one 
ounce of support then |’ll be so happy about it. | hope that 
woman will be the wife, sister, mother and daughters 

of Mohammad Abu AbdurRahma. 


Like4 


Aug 30, 2023 at 3:37 pm 


53 
Michael 100 says: 


LaurieB # 52 


If even one Muslim woman reads my comment 47 and 
feels one ounce of support then I'll be so happy about it. 


| was hoping you’d respond exactly the way you did. When | 
read Mohammad Abu AbdurRahma’s remark about women, | 
thought immediately about the Unbelievers where the guy from 
Brooklyn was telling Prof. Dawkins how “we” should treat “our” 
women. Where do they get off? In any event your response 
was right on. 


Like3 


¥ | 
ey 


Aug 30, 2023 at 6:12 pm 
54 


LaurieB says: 


Michael 100 
Also, there is this gem: 


Yousef Al-Khattab: When you take the women and dress 
them like whores, on the street...Richard Dawkins: | don’t 
dress women, they dress themselves...Yousef Al- 
Khattab: But you allow it as a norm, to let the women go 
on the street dressed like this. What’s going on with your 
society? 


Searching for video but can’t find it. 
| did laugh when RD, exasperated, said that we dress ourselves. 


Like 


Aug 30, 2023 at 6:46 pm 
55 


Joe M says: 


| still don’t know what to say. | don’t want to start with my usual 
analogy about playing chess with a pigeon, or counterattack 
with ad hominems and references to the murdering savages of 
9/11 and the attack on Salman Rushdie, both of which events 
have reinforced my prejudices due to my personal links to their 
circumstances. But Mohammad has fired the first shot and | 
think that now in this forum “the gloves are off” and he should 
expect no sympathy. Like Trump, he’s very highly educated; he 
knows words; he has the best words. But he does not recognize 
the fact that his argument is not valid. “Sophisticated 
theologians — the level of their sophistication seems to be “It 
doesn’t make any sense, but we want it to be true, so let’s make 
something up.”” (Not my quote, but | like it.) 

I’m no scholar of Islam. But | have read the Koran or Quran 
twice. The first time, my impression was that it looked like 
something written by somebody on drugs; very hard to follow, 
and not annotated or explained. Then recently my eye clinic 
which has two Muslim ophthalmologists put a box of free 
Qurans in the waiting room and | picked one up. It is very 
thoroughly footnoted and very helpfully annotated. However, in 
the introduction, the editor/translator/interpreter said that this 
is not the true Quran. For that, you need to be a native Arabic 


speaker and read it in the original Arabic. No translation can give 
a non-Arabic speaker the true nuances and concepts. (Just 
thought | would share this for what it’s worth.) Off-topic, | have 
also read the Book of Mormon. What a hoot that is. | like Mark 
Twain’s critique of it (Roughing It, chapter XVI). 


Like 


Aug 30, 2023 at 11:57 pm 


56 
Michael 100 says: 
LaurieB #54. Yes, that’s exactly what | had in mind: 


https://youtu.be/NvTn3-a-QUE ?sizoZO9Ecu/7eleDZrwr 
go to about 40 or 41 minutes into the video. 


Joe #55, | know just enough about the Book of Mormon to see it 
as the work of a fraud from beginning to end. Who could fall for 
such road apples. ? 


Like1 


aR 


Aug 31, 2023 at 4:25 am 
BF 


LaurieB says: 


Michael 100 
Oh yes, that’s the one. | didn’t laugh this time. Nothing funny 
there at all. Just hopelessness, hate and despair. 


Like1 


Aug 31, 2023 at 7:47 am 
58 


Joe M says: 


Michael 100 (Joe #55, | know just enough about the Book of 
Mormon to see it as the work of a fraud from beginning to 

end. Who could fall for such road apples. ?) 

Somebody in a Facebook atheist group recently commented 
that millions of people believe in angels. And then there are the 
Trump supporters. | can smell a skunk a mile away; | don’t know 
why they can’t. It would be funny if it weren’t so profoundly 
stupid and harmful. 

You really should read Mark Twain’s “Roughing It,” chapter XVI. 
You would love it. | especially like the reference to the Kilkenny 
cats. 


Like2 


Aug 31, 2023 at 8:40 pm 
59 
Michael 100 says: 


Joe M #58. Thanks for that tip. | just downloaded the book. | 
plan to savor every page. 


Like 


Sep 1, 2023 at 2:41 am 


60 
Moderator says: 
MODERATOR MESSAGE 


THIS THREAD IS NOW CLOSED — PLEASE DO NOT ADD ANY 
FURTHER COMMENTS HERE. 


PLEASE FEEL FREE TO CONTINUE THE DISCUSSIONS, OR START 
NEW ONES, ON THE SEPTEMBER 2023 OPEN DISCUSSION 
THREAD . 


THANK YOU 
THE MODS 


Like 


The Text of My Attempted Response 


| am saddened to learn that my well-intentioned response caused 
much controversy. | hope everyone here realizes that | wish them the 
best. 


Concerning the remark that Richard Dawkins is already aware of the 
points of the original text at #39, | don’t see how this could be the case. 
Richard Dawkins seems to be unaware of the proposition that the God 
of Abraham creates by way of secondary causes. His greatest scientific 
argument against theism assumes that the processes of Darwinian 
evolution rule out the existence of the Designer. He would not have 
made this blunder if he had seriously considered the notion that God’s 
agency is primary while that of natural causation is secondary. 


Furthermore, Richard seems to be unaware of the authenticity of the 
proposition that the God of Abraham is spatiotemporal. His greatest 
philosophical argument against theism assumes a false dichotomy, that 
God must either be simple, in which case He would fail to be God, or 
complex in a way that involves divisibility and contingency, in which 
case He would require a Designer according to the theistic standard. 
He completely overlooks the third intuitive position that is accessible 
to children, that God is both an indivisible and spatial being, one who 
has form and measure and is described with numerically distinct 
attributes that subsist in His essence. 


| do not believe that Richard is dishonest. Richard finds the existence 
of God highly unlikely, but he also seems to be open to considering His 
existence if it is demonstrated rationally in a way that does not 
contradict his naturalistic commitments. | think he is a genuine truth- 
seeker who just happens to be surrounded by theists who are severely 
misinformed about Abrahamic monotheism and who are unable to 
articulate it convincingly. 


In any case, | thank the moderators for having the courage to allow my 
post through. 


